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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in regards to the most recent papers filed on 1 2/03/2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dobbins et al in US 7,370,364, hereafter referred to as "Dobbins." 

With regard to claim 1 , Dobbins discloses a system for governing management of 
object persistence in a hosting environment, comprising: 

a host system in communication with a data repository (Dobbins: Figure 1 . The 
service integration engine 60 is in communication with a data store 70.); 

a plurality of access intent policies stored in said repository (Dobbins: Column 2, 
lines 22-38. The system utilizes user information and rules to generate a portal to send 
to the user.), wherein client systems receive application hosting services from said host 
system (Dobbins: Column 2, lines 22-38); 

a link to at least one of said client systems (Dobbins: Figure 1 . The system of 
Dobbins has a connection to the client system.); 

wherein said host system provides access to said plurality of access intent 
policies to said at least one of said client system over a communication link (Dobbins: 
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Column 16, lines 51-51 . The subscriber's rules and attributes follow if the subscriber 
moves to a new physical location, meaning that the client has some provided access to 
the policies, even if the policies are not transmitted explicitly to the client.). 

Dobbins does not appear to disclose expressly that the access intent policies 
define rules operable for specifying data access and data consistency semantics 
compatible with variant target back end systems associated with said host system; 
wherein said access intent policies include attributes comprising: 

access type attributes; 

ReadAhead attributes; 

collection access attributes; and 

pessimisticUpdateHint attributes. 

However, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have known how to have 
rules for specifying data access and data consistency semantics, where the access 
intent policies include access type attributes, ReadAhead attributes, collection access 
attributes, and pessimisticUpdateHint attributes. 

Evidence that a person of ordinary skill in the art would have known how to 
include access type attributes can be found in Leff et al. in US 2004/0128328, hereafter 
referred to as "Leff." Leff discloses both optimistic concurrency control and pessimistic 
concurrency control, and how the two different types function (Leff: Paragraphs [0048] 
and [0049]). Leff further discloses that each of the two types makes assumptions, 
where optimistic assumes that conflicts are relatively rare and pessimistic assumes that 
conflicts are common. 
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Thus, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have 
access intent policies that define rules operable for specifying data access and data 
consistency semantics, wherein the access intent policies include an access type 
attribute. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that both pessimistic 
and optimistic concurrency controls make assumptions about the system. Therefore, it 
is clear that neither optimistic or pessimistic is ideal in all situations. Thus, having a 
pessimistic and an optimistic type allows the benefits of both concurrency controls to be 
realized in the situation that is most suited for the type (e.g. where conflicts rarely occur, 
optimistic can be used). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have access 
intent policies include a ReadAhead attribute. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that having a 
ReadAhead attribute would allow the policies to define whether pre-fetching should be 
utilized. This could be determined based on the request, where services that are likely 
to benefit greatly from pre-fetching could utilize pre-fetching, while those that would not 
benefit as much from pre-fetching (i.e. those services where the next request is difficult 
to predict) would not utilize pre-fetching. This would allow the network resources to not 
be wasted with pre-fetching information that is not likely to be requested, yet for certain 
applications where the next information that will be requested can be accurately 
predicted, pre-fetching would not be wasting network resources (as the information 
would be requested anyway), and pre-fetching would allow the user to save time by 
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having the next information already retrieved. Therefore, this attribute would allow a 
user to benefit from pre-fetching in only those situations where pre-fetching would be 
likely to be useful. 

A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have collection 
access attributes. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that collection access 
attributes according to the specification determine if the accesses are to be performed 
randomly or serially. The ability to determine if the access are to be serial or random 
allows the client to be aware if the application is state driven or stateless, where a state 
driven application would have serial accesses and a stateless application would have 
random accesses. 

A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have a 
pessimisticUpdateHint attribute. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to determine whether 
the application has pessimistic or optimistic assumptions. As noted above, both 
pessimistic and optimistic concurrency controls make assumptions about the system. 
Therefore, it is clear that neither optimistic or pessimistic is ideal in all situations. Thus, 
having a pessimistic and an optimistic type allows the benefits of both concurrency 
controls to be realized in the situation that is most suited for the type (e.g. where 
conflicts rarely occur, optimistic can be used). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have the 
semantics being compatible with variant target back end systems. 
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The suggestion/motivation would have been that utilizing the multitude of 
parameters listed above be most useful if there are various systems to connect to, 
where each system utilizes different schemes (pessimistic/optimistic or state 
driven/stateless). Having the system of Dobbins utilizing these parameters would allow 
a plurality of different types of back end systems to be utilized more transparently to the 
user and more seamlessly than without the multiple parameters. 

With regard to claim 2, Dobbins teaches a Java 2 Enterprise Edition environment 
associated with said host system, wherein said host system provides access to said 
plurality of access intent policies to said at least one of said client systems via said Java 
2 Enterprise Edition environment (Dobbins: Column 5, lines 21-23. Enterprise Java 
Beans are a part of the Java 2 Enterprise Edition environment.). 

With regard to claim 3, Dobbins teaches that the access type attributes include 
an optimisticRead attribute and a pessimisticRead attribute operable for specifying 
whether an update method will be driven on a persistent object (See the rejection of 
claim 1 above. The access type attributes relied upon was based on having optimistic 
or pessimistic concurrency controls.). 

With regard to claim 4, Dobbins teaches that the access type attributes further 
include an optimisticUpdate attribute and a pessimisticUpdate attribute operable for 
specifying whether an update method will be driven on a persistent object (See the 
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rejection of claim 1 . The optimistic versus pessimistic concurrency controls parameter 
is interpreted as being within the scope of an "optimisticUpdate" and 
"pessimisticUpdate" attribute, as claimed.). 

With regard to claim 5, Dobbins teaches the invention as substantially claimed 
except that the readAhead attribute specifies which related object in a container- 
managed relationship will be read when a multi-object finder is driven. 

However, it would have been obvious to have the readAhead attribute specifies 
which related object in a container-managed relationship will be read when a multi- 
object finder is driven. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that as stated above, 
readAhead should be utilized in situations where the next object to be requested can be 
predicted with accuracy. Either the pre-fetching would occur by another mechanism 
(e.g. a third party predicting), by the server that is providing the information 
automatically providing the next information, or the parameter specifying the information 
to be pre-fetched. The advantage for having the parameter specifying the information to 
be pre-fetched would have been that the client could be made aware of the information 
to be pre-fetched before the actual request is made for a service, thus allowing the 
client to request the information before the request is fully processed by the target back 
end server. 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,456 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2444 

With regard to claim 6, Dobbins teaches that the collection access attribute 
specifies whether an application will access a persistent object returned by a multi- 
object finder serially or randomly (See the rejection of claim 1 of the collection access 
attribute.). 

With regard to claim 7, Dobbins teaches that the persistent object is an 
enterprise Java bean (Dobbins: Column 5, lines 21-23). 

With regard to claim 8, Dobbins teaches the invention as substantially claimed 
except that the collection access attribute is used to implement a cursor management 
scheme. 

However, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have known how to use the 
collection access attribute to implement a cursor management scheme. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that as detailed above, 
the collection access attribute can be used to determine if the application is state driven 
or stateless. Based on this assumption, different cursor management schemes can be 
utilized. For example, Valk discloses in US 2003/0182278 a cursor scheme that is 
based on a stateless implementation, which would only be useful if the collection access 
attribute indicates a random access, which indicates a stateless application. 

With regard to claim 9, Dobbins teaches that the persistent object is an 
enterprise Java Bean (Dobbins: Column 5, lines 21-23). 
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With regard to claim 10, teaches the invention as substantially claimed except 
that the pessimisticUpdateHint attribute further comprises an exclusive element 
operable for specifying that an application requires exclusive access to a database row. 

However, as detailed above, the pessimisticUpdateHint attribute determines if 
the paradigm is to be pessimistic or optimistic, where pessimistic assumes that 
collisions are common. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have 
the pessimisticUpdateHint attribute further comprises an exclusive element operable for 
specifying that an application requires exclusive access to a database row. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that as a pessimistic 
assumption is that collisions are common, locking down parts of the database (or the 
entire database), giving exclusive access to a single application to the database would 
prevent collisions as long as the application requires access. 

With regard to claim 1 1 , Dobbins teaches the invention as substantially claimed 
except that the pessimisticUpdateHint comprises a promote element operable for 
specifying whether a persistent object has read only access with an option to update 
said persistent object if necessary. 

However, it would have been obvious to have the pessimisticUpdateHint 
comprises a promote element operable for specifying whether a persistent object has 
read only access with an option to update said persistent object if necessary. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that if the assumption is 
that collisions are common, having an object with read-only access prevents data 
corruption from occurring due to the object performing writes. Further, having the option 
to update the persistent object allows the read-only access rights to be re-evaluated in 
situations where the object requires write access at a later time. 

With regard to claim 12, Dobbins teaches the invention as substantially claimed 
except that one of said variant target back end systems employs a relational database. 

However, relational databases were extremely well known in the art. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to have one of said variant target back end 
systems employs a relational database. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that the relational 
database does not need to have anything to do with the services provided, the client, or 
the system, as claimed. The back end systems that employs the database could 
employ the database for a different purpose entirely. Relational databases, meanwhile, 
allow information to be organized according to relationships between the data. 

With regard to claim 13, Dobbins teaches the invention as substantially claimed 
except that said at least one of client systems is a server operated by a web developer, 
said web developer building and managing a web-based application via at least one of 
said plurality of access intent policies. 
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However, it would have been obvious to have the at least one of client systems 
being a server operated by a web developer, said web developer building and 
managing a web-based application via at least one of said plurality of access intent 
policies. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that having the portal 
site generated by Dobbins relies on services provided by third parties (e.g. CNN, Wall 
Street Journal, PC Backup content). By having a client being a server operated by a 
web developer, the portal system can allow users to more readily generate content that 
can then be made available to other clients. For example, a small business can utilize 
the portal to assist in generating an application, then set the parameters of the 
application, and host the application through the portal to other users that opt to utilize 
the application. 

With regard to claims 14-21 , the instant claims are substantially similar to subject 
matter in claims 1-13, and are rejected for substantially similar reasons. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 12/03/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

5. On pages 6-8, Applicant argues that the rejection of the instant claims under 35 
USC 103 is improper. Applicant proceeds to cite MPEP 2144.03 in an attempt to 
demonstrate when it is proper to utilize Official Notice. 
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Applicant merely shows that it is improper to rely on Official Notice where the 
facts asserted to be well known are not capable of instant and unquestionable 
demonstration as being well-known. 

However, Applicant has failed to show how the asserted facts are not well- 
known. According to MPEP 2144.03 C, "To adequately traverse such a finding, an 
applicant must specifically point out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which 
would include stating why the well known fact is not considered to be common 
knowledge or well-known in the art." The specific fact in question is that a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have known how "to have rules for specifying data access 
and data consistency semantics, where the access intent policies include access type 
attributes, ReadAhead attributes, collection access attributes, and 
pessimisticUpdateHint attributes." 

Applicant has provided no specific arguments as to how this functionality would 
not have been well known in the art. According to MPEP 2144.03 C, "If applicant 
adequately traverses the examiner's assertion of official notice, the examiner must 
provide documentary evidence in the next Office action if the rejection is to be 
maintained." However, such an adequate traversal has not occurred, meaning that the 
documentary evidence does not yet need to be provided. 

Further, it is noted that the access intent policy attributes are not specifically 
defined within the independent claims. Accordingly, the specific labels assigned to each 
attribute type is only afforded the plain meaning of the terms, as opposed to the 
exemplification presented in the instant specification. Applicant should further define 
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the different attributes within the independent claim as well as further disclosing how the 
access intent policies are utilized for the management functions. 
6. Accordingly, after careful consideration of Applicant's arguments, the rejection of 
the instant claims under 35 USC 103 has been maintained. 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Scott Christensen whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1 144. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 6:30AM - 
4:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Vaughn can be reached on (571) 272-3922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IS. C.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2444 
/William C. Vaughn, Jr./ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2444 



